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THEIR MEANING . . . TO UNDERSTAND AS FULLY AS
POSSIBLE THE WORLD IN WHICH THE CHURCH LIVES
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FOR COMMUNICATING THE MEANING OF GOD'S
WORD TO OUR CONTEMPORARY WORLD."
POLICY STATEMENT, JULY, 1967
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ROOTS?

Why Bother?
"Has täe gospel we have prcached been so linked to the perspectives
ol a particular rcg¡on that it simply ,oses íls powe t and appeal when
transported out oî that region?"
FROM THE EDITOR

This is a unique and special issue of Mission
Journol
- an issue that is intended to help our
readers to better understand themselves. For in this
issue we take a long, hard look at the sectional
origins of the Churches of Christ, as Professor David
Edwin Harrell puts it.
Sectional origins, obviously, are not the same as
biblical origins, apostolic origins, or primitive
origins. A very large segment of the Restoration
Movement, embracing both Churches of Christ and
the Christian Churches/Churches of Christ, has
tenaciously claimed to be rooted and grounded in
those early, apostolic years of the Christian faith. To
be sure, this has been the meaning of "restoration"
in the context of our movement. And this is what has
allowed us to claim, both to ourselves and to others,
that we are not another denomination, but rather the
reconstituted embodiment of the true church of the
apostolic age.

But roots are often multi-faceted, and this

is

particularly true in the realm of religion. For while
we indeed have roots in the apostolic past, we have
another set of roots as well. If our apostolic roots are
our "sacredtt roots, our other roots are our "pro-

fane" roots which grow deeply in the very human soil
of particular times and places far removed from the
golden age of Christian beginnings.

ln our case, those "profane" roots have a great
deal to do with the American South both during and
following the Civil War. In 1964, Professor Harrell
called attention to those roots in a perceptive article
published in The ,Iournol of Southern History. That
article, "The Sectional Origins of the Churches of
Christ," is reprinted in abridged form in this issue of
Mission Journal. Then, in 1966 and 1973,
respectively, Harrell elaborated on the thesis of that
article in two well researched and beautifully written
volumes, Quest for ø Christian Americø (Nashville:

Disciples of Christ Historical Society) and The Social
Sources of Division in the Disciples of Christ, 18651900 (Athens and Atlanta: Publishing Systems, Inc.).

Unfortunately, far too few people in the Churches
of Christ have any awareness at all of what Harrell
has written, in spite of its far reaching theological
implications. This is partly due to the fact that
Harrell's work was intended principally for scholars
and academicians. But it also is likely due to the fact
that Harrell does not reside in the "mainstream" of
the Church of Christ, but rather in that wing of the
Restoration Movement which the "mainstream"
popularly styles "anti. "
Harrell's work is so important for an understanding of our identity as a people that we at Mission
Journsl decided to share his original article with our
readers in a somewhat more popular form, abridged and

without footnotes. In addition, since Harrell argues
that our roots are firmly embedded in the post-Civil
V/ar Mid-South, and since our strength continues
there today, we asked Professor Samuel S. Hill of the
University of Florida in Gainesville to assess the role
played by Churches of Christ in the contemporary
southern religious milieu. Hill speaks as a keen
observer of the Churches of Christ and as a noted
authority on southern religion, having authored such
books as Southern Churches in Crisis (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1968), Religion and the Solid South
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1972), and The South
ønd the North in American Religion (Athens:
University of Georgia Press, forthcoming). The
substance of his article in this issue of Mission
Journsl was delivered as a lecture to the Board of
Trustees and friends of the journal at the annual
Board meeting in Dallas, June 20.

When one wishes to point to the southern
of the Churches of Christ, however,

dimensions

nothing tells the story so graphically as the county by
county map of the United States, showing the relative
strength of the church throughout the nation,

compiled by Professor Edwin S. Gaustad of the
University of California, Riverside. While this map is
based on data from the early 1960's, it nonetheless
makes the point forcefully that the Churches of
Christ have been particularly strong in Tennessee,
Oklahoma, Arkansas, Texas, and Southern
California, and particularly weak in most other areas
of the nation. This map is reproduced in the
centerfold of this issue of the journal.
Given the southern roots of the Churches of
Christ, it almost goes without saying that the
preeminent leader of the church in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth century was David Lipscomb,
editor of the Gospel Advocute for over half a
century, beginning in 1866. Lipscomb's Advocøte,
4

more than any other journal

define orthodoxy

for the

of the period, helped
churches during that

of the definitions it
brotherhood today. Because of Lipscomb's
importance, Professor Robert Hooper of the
period, and the legacy

promulgated lives on in many congregations of the
Department

of History, David Lipscomb College,

released last year his product

of almost two

decades

"Wherc tñere is no admission ol ecclesiastica,
warts and lrailties, öut only a smug conyiction
ol rcstorcd perlection, that is Necisety when
rcstorution ol the gospol fs not taking pldce."
of writing and research: Crying in the Wilderness: A
Biogrøphy of David Lipscomb (Nashville: David
Lipscomb College, 1979).{' To celebrate this book,s
appearance, we asked three different historians with
three different perspectives to review it. These
reviews are by Carey J. Gifford of Abingdon press,
David E. Harrell of the University of Alabama at
Birmingham, and Bill J. Humble of Abilene

Christian University.
Then, to round out this issue, we have included a

short article on the cultural trauma that sometimes
occurred when these southern disciples left their
homeland for other locales. In this case, the other
locale is southern California, the time frame is the
early twentieth century, and the writer of this article

is

Bruce Bradberry

of

Central Washington

University.
So What?

Why would Mission Journal want to call the

attention of the church to its second set of roots, that
is, its southern and sectional origins? Do we seek to
demean the church by implying that it is only a
human institution? Certainly not. Do we seek to

ridicule the church through a cynical treatment of
history? By no means. Do we seek to shock our
brothers and sisters by calling into question cherished
beliefs and presuppositions? We do not.

What, then, is the point of such an issue of the
journal? As I see it, there are at least two good
reasons for looking at this material. The first is
theological. If we assume that our roots are entirely
sacred and not profane, entirely apostolic and not
historical, entirely primitive and not cultural, then we
have elevated ourselves above the level of common
humanity and made ourselves into gods. It would
follow that we hardly stand in need of forgiveness,
since we stand in total continuity with the perfections
of the first age.
But to admit to our second set of roots is to admit
to warts and blemishes, to faults and mistakes, to
conformity to the world when we should have
conformed to the mind of Christ. It is to admit as a

people, with the apostle Paul, that "\ile are carnal,
sold under sin. We do not understand our own
actions. For we do not do what \rye want, but we do
the very thing we hate. . . . We can will what is right,
but we cannot do it. For we do not do the good we
want, but the evil we do not want is what we do."
To admit to our second set of roots is to admit, in
a word, that we are frail and miserable sinners, not
only as individuals, but also as a church. When this
admission has been made, we have suddenly opened
the windows on God's grace. Further, we have taken
the first step toward a true restoration of the gospel
of Christ. For where there is no admission of warts
and frailties, but only a smug conviction of restored
perfection, that is precisely when restoration of the
gospel is not taking place.

The gospel is God's work, not man's. And it
comes to us in our weakness, not in our strength. The

sick need a physician, not the well. And humankind,
in its sickness, stands in need of the restored gospel

of Christ. A

church that stands beyond history,
to its culture, beyond sin, and
beyond tragic misunderstandings and
misappropriations
a church has nothing to
- such
offer the world at all.
But a church that owns up to
its blunders and its flaws is a church that can both
receive and reflect the love and grace of God to the
world around it. In so doing, such a church has
contributed mightily to the restoration of the gospel
of Christ.
Thus, while our story as a people is marked by its
glorious and beautiful moments, it is also marked by
moments of ugliness and deformity. I rejoice in the
beauties, for they betray a commitment to the Lord
of life. But I also acknowledge the deformities, for
once recognized, they allow the Lord of life to make
us truly his people, not through our good works but

peqspectives of a particular region that

it simply loses
its power and appeal when transported out of that
region? Do we unwittingly foist southern values and
thought patterns on those to whom we preach,
simply because our intimate relation to the Mid-South
is a phenomenon of which we are largely unaware?
These are matters of serious consequence for
Christians concerned to communicate the Good
News to others. Perhaps through careful attention to
these matters, we will more and more preach the
gospel of Christ and less and less the peculiar
concerns of "the Church of Christ of the American
Mid-South." If this happens, we all will have cause
to rejoice.

Attitudes Toward Our Roots
Finally, how should we react to this knowledge of
our second set of roots? Two extreme reactions are
possible? The first is a denial that any of this is a part
of our history at all. And ever since the publication
of Professor Harrell's work, this has been an all too

common reaction. Some have argued that the

beyond conformity

through his grace.
The second reason for coming to grips with our
second set of roots is the very practical matter of
communicating the gospel to others. When one looks

"Just what if ow lack of love for one another is
deeply embedded in thought patferns that
rsaeh baek into the vindictiyø and hateful days
af ffte Çivil War?"
at the map included in this issue of the journal,

it is

clear that our efforts in this regard have been
productive in a very small section of the nation, not
to mention the larger world. Is it possible that our
failures are due, at least in part, to our inability to free
ourselves from a world of thought defined for us by
the trauma of the post-Civil War South? Has the
gospel we have preached been so linked to the

"A church tñat stands beyond history, beyond
conformity to its culturc, beyond sin, and
beyond tragic misundersf andings and misap.
propriations
such a chutch has nothing to
oîfer the woild- at all."
division of the Restoration Movement into Disciples
of Christ and Churches of Christ, then later into
Disciples of Christ and Christian Churches, had
nothing to do with social factors and cultural
pressures, but everything to do with unChristian
attitudes. Thus, we are exhorted to love one another
more, abandon sectarian attitudes, and display the
mind of Christ.

But what

if

just what

if

our

sectarian

- in a sectionaÌism
- of a previous
attitudes are rooted
age? Just what if our lack of love for one another is
deeply embedded in thought patterns that reach back
into the vindictive and hateful days that attended
upon the church during and following the Civil War.
The evidence is overwhelming that the gospel of
Christ was linked in the Churches of Christ to a
mighty spirit of separatism and sectarianism during
those years, borne of a deep-seated bitterness against

the North and the northern brethren.

If

these

conclusions are true at all, then to argue against our
sectarianism, while refusing to examine the roots of
our sometimes sectarian theology, is to treat the

symptom without treating the disease. The elisease,
admittedly, is rooted in human nature, but it is also

in the human side of the history of the
of Christ. This is one instance where a
knowledge of our history can be liberating, and
rooted

Churches

where a denial

of that knowledge can only

impede

liberation.

The other extreme is to find in our sectional
heritage lhe only explanation for the Churches of
Christ, as though our theology, our attitudes, and
our emphases were totally determined by social
factors and cultural pressures. In telling the story of
"the sectional origins of the Churches of Christ,"
Professor Harrell did not intend to imply that that is
the only story there is to be told. That is simply the
only story he chose to tell. Surely he cannot be
faulted for that.
The other story, which he did not tell, is the story
of restorationist and ecumenical theologies in the
history of Christianity. The restoration theme, in
particular, is a venerable tradition that reaches back
to the second century and appears with particular
force in the sixteenth century
the century of the

-

Reformation. Virtually all of the fathers
Restoration Movement had deep roots

of

in

the
the

restorationist (Reformed) side of the Protestant
Reformation. And so we can conclude that Churches
of Christ really have at least three sets of roots: (l)
the biblical documents of the primitive church, the
fundamental source of our theology; (2) the postCivil War Mid-South, the cultural setting for the
growth and development of the church in the modern
period; and (3) the restorationist side of the
Protestant Reformation, the matrix in which our
presuppositions about the Bible were shaped and
fashioned.
This third set of roots is another story for another
time. Meanwhile, we at Mission Journal hope this
special issue of the journal will be illuminating and

helpful to those who read
issues it raises.

it

and grapple with the

üAn earlier biography of David Lipscomb was by Earl lrvin
West, The Life and Times of David Lipscomb, Henderson, Tenn.:
Religious Book Service, 1954.

The Sectional OrÍgins of the
Churches of Christ
Editor's Note:

The following article is an obridged edition of Professor Harrell's article, under the søme title,
whichappearedintheAugust, 1964issueofThe Journalof SouthernHistory. Theoriginal articleßÍully
documented with footnotes which hove been deleted here. Copyrisht 1964 by the Southern Hislorical
Association. Reprinted by permission of the Managing Editor.

Ihsnnas Fl, Burneüt," "We knovv the doetrine advocated by them
fGhristian Standand wrrt€rsJ Gonîes frsm the Ì{orth. ,t is neither
scripf

tsy

åJr

al nEr Southern, ånd rs mot suíted to South ern people,"

DAVID EÐ\ñ/IIV tr{AR.RELL, JR.

One of the most distinctive characteristics of the
Churches of Christ from their beginning has been the

marked sectional distribution of the membership.
Aecording to the 1906 religious eensus, 101,734 of
David Edwin Harrell is Professor and University Scholar in the
Department of History, University of Alabama, Birmingham, and
will be Visiting Distinguished Professor, Department of History,
University of Arkansas, during the fall semester, 1980.
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the churches' 159,658 members lived in the eleven
former states of the Confederacy. Another 30,206
lived in the four border states of Kentucky, West
Virginia, N4issouri, and Oklahoma. The only state
north of the Ohio River to have a membership of
over 5,0ffiwas Indiana. . . .
These statistics are even more striking when
eompared with the membership distribution of the

more liberal wing of the movement, that listed in the
1906 census as the Disciples of Christ. Only 138,703
of the total Disciples' membership of nearly a million

lived in the eleven southern states. Excluding
Virginia and North Carolina, where the liberal
Disciples won virtually all of the churches, the group

had a total membership
remaining nine states. . .

of only 99,233 in the

.

The sectional bifurcation of the Disciples of
the name to refer to the whole
Christ
- using
is one of the most vivid American
movement
examples of the bending of the Christian ethos to fit
the presuppositions of the community. All of the
complex antagonisms in nineteenth-century

"fåe sectional biîutcation of the Dlsciples of
Christ
the name to reler to the whole
- usingis one
movement
ol the most yiyid American
- the bending
examples ol
ol the Christian etños
to lit the presuppositions of the community."
American society
and South, East and
- North
West, urban and rural,
affluent and dispossessed
left their marks on the theology and institutional
development of the group. Schism was a result of
differences far more complex than doctrinal
disagreement
far more than the simple statement

that "the'Christian

Churches'. took their
instruments and their missionary society and walked

a new course.". The obvious fact that the
Churches of Christ are sectional (and, for that
matter, so is the Northern-oriented Disciples church)
leads to the obvious question: What are the sectional
origins of the group?

The most likely place to look for the sectional
origins of a church in the nineteenth century is in the
wake of the bitter struggle centering around slavery

War. . . V/ithin the
organizational structure of the church the war
deepened the already present sectional antagonisms
into a pattern that could still be discerned clearly in
the 1906 schism. The crucial event in this realignment
of forces came in the convention of the American
Christian Missionary Society in Cincinnati in 1863.
The 1863 convention met at a time when tensions
within the church were strong. The moderates, led by
the aging Alexander Campbell and a powerful
Cincinnati editor, Benjamin Franklin, had succeeded
in squashing an effort to pass resolutions of loyalty
to the Union in the l86l convention. But the
moderates never represented a majority of the
opinion at that convention; prowar preachers had
acquiesced, but their silence was sullen and
begrudging. By the time of the 1863 convention, the
compromising temper of the loyalists in the North
had changed. They were determined to push through
and culminating in the Civil

loyaltyresolutions. . ,

.

The 1863 convention began with a rousing prowar
speech by the corresponding secretary of the society

and reached

a

climax with the passage by an

overwhelming vote of resolutions repudiating the
"reports [that] have gone abroad that we, as a

religious body, and particularly as a Missionary
Society, are to a certain degree disloyal to the
Government of the United States." The society
further "unqualifiedly declared" its "allegiances to
said Government" and tendered its "sympathies to
our brave and noble soldiers, who are defending us
from the attempts of afmed traitors to overthrow the
Government,". . .
It was immediately obvious that [this] sectional
pronouncement would cause serious resentment in
the border areas and in the South. Southern church
leaders had no opportunity to express themselves
publicly on the war resolution until 1866, but a
number of influential preachers from the border
areas immediately attacked the American Christian
Missionary Society. John W. McGarvey, influential
preacher from Lexington, Kentucky, wrote, "I have
judged the American Christian Missionary Society,
and have decided for myself, that it should now cease
to exist." His articles ripped open the festering sores
of sectional bitterness. . . .
In short, by the close of the Civil War the
Disciples of Christ movement was deeply involved in
the nation's sectional strife. The only question in
1865 was whether or not the nebulous unity of the
movement could be restored
- in spite of the
seething sectional bitterness in the church. Was a
rapprochement possible?

Hope for a cordial reunion was dampened by the
appearance early in 1866 of two sectionally-oriented
weekly church periodicals. By 1863 most Northern
church leaders, joined by border state loyalists, had

become openly critical of the neutral American
Christian Review, and a number of them had begun
to formulate plans for the establishment of a
Unionist paper. These plans led to the founding in
April, 1866, of the Chrßtian Standard, edited by Isaac
Errett, one of the most respected churchmen of the

It had the financial backing of such
outstanding Northern laymen as Representative
James A. Garfield and the wealthy Thomas W.
Phillips of New Castle, Pennsylvania.
Unquestionably the Stondard was founded out of
sectional interest. Shortly after the close of the war,
the editor of the paper told the powerful Southern
preacher, David Lipscomb, that the journal was
begun so that the "loyal brethren" would have
somewhere to "express themselves . . . on the duty of
Christians to support the government in its war upon
North.

the rebellion, its duty to punish traitors, and to
express themselves on the infamy of slavery.

"

More significant evidence of the growing sectional
division is found in the Gospel Advocate, a Nashville
weekly that resumed publication in January, 1866,
after an interruption of four years. David Lipscomb

of the paper,

and Tolbert Fanning, the editors
denounced the activities of the church in the North
during the war: "Those brethren who believe that
political resolutions are the Gospel can do so; and
those who desire to contribute to such an object can
do so; we cannot do it." It became increasingly
obvious that the editors of the Advocate were making
a thinly veiled appeal for backing to the supporters of
the lost cause. Isaac Errett charged that the Gospel
Advocste "commenced its new issue with an appeal
to men of southern blood, and proposed cooperation
among them only. It has constantly denounced the
"Especially in the Sor¡th ít rvas not unusual lor

otthodoxy to inelude both theological
conservatism and soutfiern sectiona, Yalues."

of the North who shared in the military
of the government." For the next several

brethren
defense

of the Advocate rarely missed an
opportunity to remind the Disciples of the South that
the editor of the Standard and other Northern church
decades the editors

leaders had been "strong Union men" during the
war.
The most revealing facet of the postwar sectional

agitation within the church was the persistent
practice of both northern and southern church
leaders of linking their sectional prejudices with their
theological convictions. . . . Especially in the South it

was not unusual for orthodoxy to include both
theological conservatism and southern sectional
values.. . .
Northern editors repeatedly charged church
leaders of the South with trying to propagate
theological conservatism by fanning sectional
prejudice. One preacher reported that a minister
from "Yankeedom" could not even get a hearing in
Texas, and accusations that "a few" southern
editors were trying to "run a Mason and Dixon line
through the Bible and the Churcb of Christ" were
frequent by the 1890's.

North. It is neither scriptural nor Southern, and is
not suited to Southern people. But it is the
determination of the Standard and its Northern alhes
. . . to force the new things upon the churches of this

section." Burnett's reasoning was effective in the
South of the lB90's.

The heritage

of

bitterness was

not the

only

force that shaped much of the South into a cultural and
religious unit in post-Civil War society. The South

also displayed an economic homogeneity well into
the twentieth century; and, in spite of rumblings of a
New South, the hero image in Southern society
remained the simple and austere yeoman farmer. In

the meanwhile, in much of the North, the "Second
American Revolution" wrought dramatic changes,
not only in the industrialization of the section but
also in the minds of the people. The businessman
became

equated

the new idol, and financial success was
with diligence, ability, and godliness.

Diverging economic patterns combined with postwar
bitterness to widen the sectional rift.
The relation of characteristic economic patterns,
North and South, to the origins of the Churches of
Christ is easily demonstrated. The 1936 religious
census, recording urban and rural membership,
points up one significant feature. In the northerndominated Disciples of Christ nearly 750,000 of the
group's 1,196,315 members were classified as urban.
On the other hand, over 175,000 of the Churches of
Christ's 309,551 members were affiliated with rural

churches. In most of the southern states the
membership of the Disciples of Christ was
overwhelmingly urban; in the Churches of Christ,
rural membership outnumbered urban in nine of the
eleven former states of the Confederacy.

Even more impressive are the census estimates of
of church edifices in each state. For the
Churches of Christ the total value of church edifices
divided by the total number of congregations
amounted to less than $3,000; the comparable figure
for the Disciples of Christ was nearly $16,000. This

the value

of the Disciples,

as measured by the
of church property per congregation,
was substantial in every state. For example, in
Georgia the average for the Disciples of Christ was
around $12,000 and for the Churches of Christ
$4,500; in Kentucky the Disciples led $13,500 to
$2,500; in Tennessee, $14,000 to $3,000; in Texas,
superiority

average value

The complaints of northern churchmen were not
without justification. A fiery southern preacher
argued that "neither Tennessee nor Texas would

The meaning

the North. Thomas R. Burnett, vitriolic Texas
"anti," summed up the conservative sectional gospel
in 1892: 'oVy'e know the doctrine advoeated by them
[writers in the Christion Standard) comes from the

religious eensus is disecrnible also in the writings of
nineteenth-century Disciples leaders. The churches in

have had any progressive foolishness" if it had not
been for the invasion of "carpetbag pastors" from

B

$20,000 to $3,500; and in Indiana, $13,000 to $2,300.
these figures is obvious. The
conservative Churches of Christ preachers of the
South were identified not only with a sectional
audience but also with an economic class.

of

The economic pattern so obvious in the

1936

the North, especially in the urban centers, became
markedly more genteel in the decades following the
Civil War. The successful businessman became the
financial, and often the spiritual, dictator of middleclass congregations. The church in the South
continued to be dominated by an agricultural
outlook, and its theology smacked strongly of
antiaristocratic prejudices. All of the doctrinal issues
involved in the division of the movement
organized mission work, instrumental music, the
pastor system
- required congregations to make a
decision that concerned not only their faith but also
theirfinances....
More often than not the class conflict within the
church pitted agricultural poverty against urban
middle-class affluence. "The modern rendering of
the great commission," wrote a disgruntled rural
layman in 1894, " appears to be, Go into the large
cities and preach the Gospel, or go where the people
will pay a good salary and entertain the preacher in
good style. " He complained that the "city
preachers" were "continually begging in the country
to build houses of worship in the cities. ' '
There was ample evidence to demonstrate the
domination of the northern church by urban
congregations, business leaders, and middle-class
religious norms. The most sought-after preacher was
the man whose "motto is vim, vigor and victory." A
leading northern preacher suggested the "greatest
need" in the church was the use of "strictly business
principles in our religious enterprises.". . .

During the same decades the economic thought of
most southern church leaders was running in entirely
different channels. Conservative preachers attacked
the "delusive idea of the overshadowing importance

of the city churches" and insisted that the "best
classes of people" lived in the rural areas. "Great
cities," stated a conservative Missouri magazine,

"are the great corrupters of the morals of mankind,
Iike lewd women," Moses E. Lard, noted pioneer
preacher in Kentucky and Missouri, conveniently

"The twentieth-century Churches oî Christ are
the spirited olîspring of the rcligious rednecks
of the post bellum South."
summed up the ideals of the southern church: "The
preacher of that golden age was a farmer. . . He
geared his horse with dexterity, plowed with as much

skill as ever did Lycurgus, and could whistle 'old
Father Grimes' with an unction which will never be
equalled by Bro. Moore's organist in Cincinnati."
Southern church leaders frequently attacked
"aristocrats" and what they thought were efforts by
northern churchmen to cater to the whims of the
wealthy, In 1892, David Lipscomb was disturbed by

plans to build a $30,000 church building in Atlanta

and predicted that such "extravagance" would
"weaken instead of strengthen them." Fletcher D.
Srygley, the wit of the Gospel Advocate, wrote in
l89l:
The Northern Christian publishes an article
from the Oregonian on "Vy'hy People Don't Go
To Church." This reminds me that a friend of
mine asked a highly respectable and strictly
moral but irreligious man why he did not go to
church, and the man said he stayed away from
such places out of respect for his deceased old
mother who was a deeply pious woman and
who always taught him never to attend places
of fashionable amusement on Sunday!
An editorial in the conservative Octogrophic Review
clearly stated the antiaristocratic prejudices of
southern preachers: "The perils of religion thus
consist in wealth and ignorance. . Wealth brings
Iuxury, worldliness, negligence. . . . Rich men in the
Church! Millionaires sons of God. . . ! Did godliness
ever grow out of that kind of soil? ". . .
Southern preachers frequently linked their
economic opinions with conservative theology in
condemning suclt ' 'liberal innovations' ' as
instrumental music and missionary societies. The
outspoken Texas conservative, Thomas R. Burnett,
betrayed his bias against wealth and fashion in an
1895 attack on the Texas Missionary Society.

Last week about a hundred preachers and
fashionable \ryomen assembled at Gainesville,
Texas, in a state convention, and wasted enough

of the Lord's money and time to have held
hundred protracted

a

meetings. . They also

spent enough money for extra fine toggery, to
appear in style, to pay the expenses of a half
dozen evangelists to preach the gospel in
destitute places all summer. What was their

business af Gainesville? Principally a
fashionable blow-out, and in addition to this,
an effort to push foward the furor for societies
and fads in religion, and to supplant the Lord's
plan of work and worship in the churches.

David Lipscomb surmised that the "fundamental
difference between the Disciples of Christ li.e.
Churches of Christl and the society folks" was that
the conservatives wanted people "to cofiìe to
Christ," while the liberals wanted to build "a strong
o'moneyed
and respectable denomination" based on
and
music,
societies, fine houses, fashionable
eloquent speeches."

One of the most perceptive nineteenth-century
of the sociological roots of the Disciples of
Christ schism was made by a conservative eclitor,
analyses

Daniel Sommer. He wrote:

As time advanced such of those churches as
assembled in large towns and cities gradually
became proud, or at least, sufficiently worldly-

to desire popularity, and in order to
attain that unscriptural end they adopted
minded

certain popular arrangements such as the hired

pastor, the church choir, instrumental music,
man-made societies to advance the gospel, and
human devices to raise money to support
previously mentioned devices of similar origin.

rural prejudices, and agricultural and middle-class
economic views were all important ingredients in the
nineteenth-century fracturing of the movement.
Every Disciples periodical and every Disciples
minister during these critical years represented not

simply a theological position but a describable
mixture of one or another of these clashing
viewpoints. The twentieth-century Churches of
Christ are the spirited offspring of the religious
rednecks of the post bellum South.*

In so doing they divided the brotherhood of
disciples.

While Sommer's charge that liberals were responsible
for the schism is biased, and his judgments on what is

"unscriptural" are open to question, his
understanding of the relationship between economic
and theological outlook is a rare piece of insight. . . .
Conservative and liberal theological positions,
northern and southern sectional feeling, urban and

*Of course, the Churches of Christ have not remained an
economic and cultural unit since 1906. The sociological and
economic elevation of a portion of the membership of the church,
especially since World War II, has motivated a large part of the
church to begin the transition toward denominationalism. The
result is that the movement is once again dividing along
sociological lines. Conservative appeals in the movement in the
1960's have a distinctive lower class and antiaristocratic flavor,
while the centers of liberalism are in the areas where the church is
most numerous and sophisticated.

The Churches of Christ and
Religion in the South
"The peopte of the Churches of Christ are, by and larye, at home in
soutåern culture. They are too much a paft ol things fo nraintain any
real distance îrom soc¡ety, But religiously, they stand over against
not only their historíe kinsmen, the Disciples of Cärist, but also the
Southeln Baptists, or eren fñe standard Fundamentalists."
By SAMUEL S. HtrLL' JR.

The first thing to be said about the Churches of
Christ and the South would seem to be ho-hum, what
an uninviting topic. Everyone knows that the South
is the territorial homeland of that movement within
the Campbellite tradition. Anything you say about
Hill is a professor in the Department of Religion in the
of Florida, Gainesville, Florida. He has produced
numerous books and articles in recent years on religion in the
Samuel S.

University
South.
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the Churches of Christ is apt to take for granted their
southern setting.

The brotherhood did come to life in middle
in the years around the Civil War; from
the beginning Nashville was its metaphoric capital
city. To this day its areas of heaviest concentration
lie within Tennessee, .Arkansas, Texas, and
Oklahoma. "Within" is accurate since it is important
to note that this strength is not neatly spread
Tennessee

throughout those states. Certain parts of each of
them are Churches of Christ country.
Also northern Alabama, northern Florida, and
southern California are strongholds of "southern

Campbellite" population and influence. The
southern California concentration resulted, for the
most part, from migration of members from the
western reaches of the stronghold areas (e.g,, Texas
and Oklahoma) as those areas had earlier been settled
by persons from the places of origin. Elsewhere in the
nation the Churches of Christ are either non-existent
and unknown or on the sectarian fringes of the

religious community.

in

Incidentally,
the United States one can
generally tell where a religious group's membership is
large by the location of its colleges. The Churches of
Christ illustrate the point with textbook precision:
Tennessee, Arkansas, and Texas (also California) are

the areas where the oldest and best known

institutions of higher learning are located.
For all this, however, the topic, the Churches of
Christ and the South, is no tidy, simple, straightforward subject, and most emphatically it is not hohum. Their place in southern culture is a curious one;
that is what makes the subject both fascinating and

significant. When one focuses on the title, "The
Churches of Christ and Religion in the South," the
curiosity, the strangeness, the ambivalence, and the
awkwardness of their position on the southern
regional scene become amply clear. It is the
astonishing blend of being very much at home and
quite alien in the South that helps make this religious
tradition so difficult to comprehend and yet so
captivating.

At Home ¡nd not at Home
No one has made the point so forcefully as
Charles Allen Scarboro in his Emory Ph.D.
dissertation (1976) entitled "A Sectarian Religious
Organization in Heterogeneous Society: The
Churches of Christ and the Plain-Folk of the
Transmontane Mid-South." (Every phrase of the
title is significant.) His conclusion is that this
movement was both not at home and much at home
in the nineteenth century surroundings of its origin
and early development. In sociological language, it
was both sect-type and church-type; "sect" referring
to its opposition to the southern status quo and
establishment, "church" referring to its being a solid
and comfortable organization, specifically for the
plain folks of middle Tennessee and adjoining areas
where it emerged. We need to see what this
juxtaposition of at-home and not-at-home meant and
still means in the context of the South's religious
patterns and dominant outlooks.

Where the Churches of Christ are strong they tend

to be very strong. No one would ever stop to ponder
whether the movement belongs in Nashville,

Memphis, Dallas,

or Lubbock, or

Henderscln,

Searcy, Abilene, or Florence. It blends into the social
landscape as smoothly as does the Southern Baptist
Convention whose numbers and influence are
and unlike the Churches
enormous in those places
of Christ, virtually everywhere in the South.

-

Further, the membership is distributed
throughout the society, being middle-class and also
lower and upper. Leaders in business, political life,
and community affairs are as likely to come from
Churches of Christ ranks as from any other
denomination. Educationally, economically,
politically, and culturally, these people as a lot are
hardly distinguishable from other groups. In other

"Hete we arc dealing with a set of convictions,
rct¡onalist in character, which take lor grcnted
that a petfect conespondence I¡nks God's mind
to tñe teachings ol the chutch in question. That
any Chtistian should do otherwise is not only a
curiosity; it ís also a petrerclty."

of the South and nation they may be more
predictably a rural and lower-class company than
part of the mainstream. But, to reiterate our slogan,
where they are strong they are very strong, in
numbers and in their levels of participation in and
assumed responsibility for the quality of life for all
the people. That is hardly "sectarian" behavior.
It has not always been so. During the first several
decades of this movement's life and even after its
areas

emergence as a recognizably separate version of the
Campbellite tradrtion around 1906, the membership
was typically poor and rural. These facts no doubt

contributed to their functioning with a theology of
separation from the affairs of the world.

David Edwin Harrell's research has shown them
to be a militant and otherworldly sect, mostly from
the "southern poolwhite" class. More often than
not, they and their leaders were apolitical, preaching
and practicing non-involvement. They did express
themselves on moral questions, most especially on
the liquor issue and the plight of workers, which they
did not regard as political questions.
position over
Their sectarian stance
- their
against the prevailing culture
was clearly visible in
two famous religious convictions:
opposition to
missionary societies anel the prohibition against the
use of musical instruments in church services"
Perhaps these two features of the Churches of Christ,
which have really set them off from the mainline
denominations, bring us directly to the subject of this
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paper as far as contemporary conditions

are

concerned.

Today we must draw a distinction between the
people of the Churches of Christ and the religion of
the Churches of Christ, insofar as each is related to
the southern regional surrounding. The people are,
by and large, at home in the culture. Perhaps the

majority of them are more friendly to

passive

involvement in the world than to active involvement.
But they are too much a part of things to maintain
any real distance from society, much less opposition
to it. (Exceptions are notable, on both the liberal and

conservative edges, it should be remarked.)
Religiously, however, their classic sectarian spirit
continues. That attitude may be the bane of many a
southern mainstreamer's existence, but it remains a
powerful badge of identity and a source of deep
conviction and assurance to the faithful insiders.
How can we describe this distinctiveness, which
often may be better termed a sharp divergence or
sometimes even a polar opposition? The Churches of
Christ stand over against not only their historic
kinsmen, the Disciples of Christ, but also the

Southern Baptists, or even the standard
Fundamentalists. Registering the point so

dramatically demands explanation. Let us turn to a
typology of southern conservative Protestantism to
seek clarification. It should be noted that this

construct addresses the religious patterns of the
South; a comparable assessment of the situation in
other parts of the country would look quite different.
Southern Protestantism: a Typology
At least four major types of conservative
Protestantism abound in the South. They are, ranged
from the least conservative to the most, Serviceoriented, Spirituality-oriented, Conversion-oriented,
and Truth-oriented.

Before classifying the Churches

of

Christ

as

belonging to the Truth party and differentiating this
from the other types, a couple of explanations are
called for. The first is that these are indeed "types"

"ln a

Churches oî Chrlst gatheilng, bibltcal
texts are arranged, not lnterpreted or fnvesti.
gated. The truth ls tåere to be lald out; all are to
ñear, suÞscrlbe, and heed. The style, Indeed, ls
olten slmple, low-key and mattet.oî"îact."
of Christianity which are not comprehensively, much
less perfectly, described through such an analysis. In
other words, a denomination which is "oriented" to
eonverting the lost may also be eoneerned with
proclaiming the truth, serving people who are in
need, and nurturing the spiritual or devotional life of
its members. And so on, all around. Yet its central
objective and distinguishing mark is to evangelize the
t4

world through bringing individuals to tl-re experience
of conversion.
The second explanation has to do with the phrase

" from the least conservative to the most
conservative." The "most conservative" positon
here is marked by an exclusivist and separatist
posture; that is, people in this category typically
consider themselves and not others as posseSsors and
promulgators of the pure revelation of God.
Accordingly they avoid contact with other
movements, denominations, and congregations, all of
which practice error
all other exclusivist
- including
groups. It is rather apparent
or "most conservative"
why the Service party is the least conservative, that is,
the most open to fellowship with other Christians,
and the Truth party the most exclusivist and
separatist.
The Churches

of Christ are no more conservative

than the Southern Baptists (Conversion),

the
Pentecostals (Spirituality), and the Koinonia Farm
and Committee of Southern Churchmen (Service) as
far as the intention and attitudes of each of the last
three are concerned. All four groups seek to base

their faith and life entirely on scripture and to
engender total Christian commitment among their
followers.

But there is something about the particular
of a Truth-oriented conservatism which
sets it apart. In this view not only is authority the
paramount question, but a certain way of knowing

character

(an epistemological position) is accredited, by which

it is possible to know perfectly what the truths are
which make up the truth. So, Truth-oriented
conservatives are puzzled that others are

ftzzy or

unsure about what God teaches and wills. What those

others do is confuse a body of teaching which need
not be confused since its meaning is self-evident and
its veracity self-validating. In point of fact, there is
nothing to discuss, there are no mysteries to mine, no
questions to be formulated, no answers to be found.
Here we are dealing with a set of convictions,
rationalist in character, which take for granted that a
perfect correspondence links God's mind and will to
the words and texts of the Bible (especially the New
Testament) and, in turn, to the teachings of the

church

in question. That any Christian should

do

it is also a perversity.
Such a claim is not usually meant to be harsh or
arrogant, but instead self-evident. Placing truth
above persons, it can attack falsity without putting
down people. In other words, the Truth-oriented
party is ¿rs sure of the exclusive validity of its theory of
knowing as it is of what it knows by means of that
otherwise is not only a curiosity;

theory.

The Churches of Christ belong to that party,

unmistakably. We must be clear on the point,
however, that variety nonetheless prevails among
Churches of Christ. Perhaps we may highlight that
diversity by referring to hard and soft, or more firm
and less firm, sub-groupings among the Churches of
Christ people. One needs only to think of concrete
congregations, of colleges
within the brotherhood which exemplify this variety.

cases,

of individuals, of

We must also be clear on the varieties within the

"ln the mainstrcam oî southern rcligious life,
tfiere is frequent comic relief. Among Baptists,

Methodists, Pentecostals, the classical
denominations, and even tnost Fundamentalists, a cefiain light-heartedness prcYails. By
contrast, the Churches of Christ arc awlully
matter-ol-tact, sombe¡ and sober."
Truth party generally; in the South, the Churches of
Christ are joined by: true Fundamentalism, let us
sây, of the Bob Jones University variety;
independent Baptist congregations; some Southern
Baptists; and even the recently organized
Presbyterian Church in America. The differences
which separate any and all of these from the others
are quite real even if they appear to be subtle,
sometimes ridiculous, to outsiders.
What is the distinctive Truth-oriented position
occupied by the Churches of Christ tradition? We
may summarize a complex issue by referring to two
major aspects of that tradition. The first has to do
with style. Being quintessential rationalists, these
people go to church to hear the truths of belief and
practice spelled out from the Bible; and being profound
objectivists, they contend that the texts of the Bible
speak their own truth, needing only to be held up
without alloy, in fact, little more than read. In this
regard, the Churches of Christ may be described as
low-key and matter-of-fact in manner. The style is
that of simply presenting the truth as it is. This
differs from debating - an approach hardly
since issues are not
unknown to this tradition
joined; instead the truth is -declared, just declared.
In a Churches of Christ gathering, biblical texts are
srranged, not interpreted or investigated;
accordingly there is no need for bombast,
persuasion, or cajolery. The truth is there to be laid
out; all are to hear, subscribe, and heed. The style,
indeed, is often simple, low-key, and matter-of-fact.
In the other versions of the Truth party, the style
is ususally high-powered, pressuring, and persuasive,

in a word, dramatic. The truth is not so much laid
out as it is held up as something one must believe in
order to avoid the direst personal consequences.
While no more intense or convinced than the
Churches of Christ, the Fundamentalists (of varying

stripes) are far more given to such theatric arts as
humor, ridicule, and threat because they must
persuade. This is high-key, vigorous-engagement

religion. As for the Presbyterian Church in America,

the similarities to Churches of Christ are more
apparent than real mainly because the PCA's Truthorientation is part of the large context provided for it
by the complex Calvinist tradition. More directly, the

PCA interprets, analyzes, and declares textual
meaning as it takes shape in specific doctrinal
teachings, which is a very different activity from

arranging raw texts.
Truth-oriented conservative Protestants make up
a minority company in the South, and the Churches
of Christ make up less than half of that population.
The popular mainstream includes the Conversion
and Spirituality parties, from the conservative side,

of Protestant
Christianity such as Presbyterian, Episcopal, and
Methodist. (Methodists are spread between the
conservative spirituality party and the classical
tradition.) Our purposes here especially call for
gaining perspective on how the Conversion and
Spirituality parties of conservatism appear
alongside the Truth-oriented Christians.
For the Conversion party, as with the Truthoriented party, the Bible is all-important. The former
see it somewhat differently, however, as a message
which issues in a spiritual reality needing to be
appropriated in personal experience. This is quite
different from Truth's view of the Bible as a
collection of texts or doctrines to be laid out or
assented to or contrasted with erroneous teaching.
Instead the Bible tells people about their condition
and status over against God and what God does to
reconcile the sinner to himself, a glorious occurrence
mediated through conversion. It is a message that
facilitates the personal experience or spiritual reality,
not a composite of raw texts which are to be heard,
heeded, and obeyed as God's laws. All of this is of
real but secondary importance in the Churches of
and the more classical forms

Christ.

Much of the same principle applies in the
Spirituality party as in the Conversion party. While
the goal here is not directly to generate a conversion
experience, it is to bring God's spirit into intimate
contact with the person to cleanse, empower, make
and in more radical cases to
aware, and direct

capacity for faith-healing
to effectuate
or speaking in tongues. The spiritual results of the
preaching of the Bible are what count most among
these Christians; the Bible could scarcely be more
important, but it functions to bring about
developments in the person's life rather than
standing as a deposit of truths best responded to by
assent of mind and consent to duty.
possess so as
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It

should be clear that these are very different
of the Bible. Charges and counter-charges not
infrequently are hurled at each by the other. Here are
a couple of examples: the Churches of Christ want
the others simply to believe the Bible, obviously
views

implying that they do not. The others warn the
Churches of Christ against turning a text into an idol,

confusing the words of the Bible with God himself,
making the Bible superior to God. Needless to say,
discourse and dialogue between them is impossible or
nearly so.

A Somber Tradition
We have been looking at the two largest sources of

or conflict between the Churches of
Christ and the mainstream popular churches. The
first pointed to the stand-offish and withdrawn
posture of many Churches of Christ people in such
matters as political involvement and inter-church
cooperation. The second was theological, having to
do with the nature of the Bible's authority and the
way in which its text should be read. Briefly now I
will touch on a third, a topic which, I think, has not
yet been addressed in the numerous studies on
estrangement

religion in the South.

That third topic is the presence of a rich tradition
stories and story-telling in the mainstream of
southern life and its comparative absence from the
religious life of the Churches of Christ. Among
Baptists, Methodists, Pentecostals, the classical
denominations, and even most Fundamentalists, a
certain light-heartedness prevails. To be sure, the
Christian message is taken very seriously and the
dissemination of it sometimes undertaken with great
urgency. Yet there is frequent comic relief; joking,
even about and in the midst of holy enterprises, is
part and parcel of southern life. Autobiographicaì

of

references

too are common, practically universal;
its continuity

mainstream southern religion shows

with the regional culture in that references to one's
own life and experience are endemic. Illustrative
usage of examples from other people's lives, in the
forms of tragedy, success, joy, shortcomings, and
Iessons learned the hard way, make their way into
most mainstream southern sermons; this befits the
experience of a people who have "done a lot of
living" in a folk-culture beset by its fair share of
pain, defeat, and poverty, and also alive with joy and
hopefulness and given to much celebration of life.
Alongside these more light-hearted or down-toearth styles of carrjing on the religious life, the
Churches of Christ are awfully matter-of-fact,
somber, and sober. The mainstream inclination to
see the Christian life in story form, in both the Bible
and contemporary experience, is paralleled in the
Churches of Christ by viewing the Christian life as
principles and axioms to be believed and laws to be
observed. It seems that in this area the Churches of
Christ do follow a distinctive style of religious
expression, notwithstanding the fact that from day to
day, in their ordinary rounds, the members of those
churches are very nearly as southern as the
mainstream church members. Perhaps it is this
disparity between church style and ordinary life style
which distinguishes the Churches of Christ as much
as any single factor and also highlights how they are
both very much at home and quite alien in popular
southern culture.

Conclusion
So, we conclude where we started. The Churches
of Christ began, belong, and fit in southern culture.
In equally important ways, they stand apart from it.
The subject is a fascinating and endlessly complex
one, deserving of a great deal of study, reflection,
and observation by those who want to come to terms

with it.
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By Bobbie Lee Holley

In recognition of the immense influence of David Lipscomb on Churches of Christ today, and to celebrate
the appearance of the latest biogrøphy of this early leader, Mission Journal høs requested three different
historians to review Crying in the Wilderness: A Biography of David Lipscomb, by Robert E. Hooper
(Noshville: David Lipscomb College, 1979), xv + 346,8;12.95. These three are Carey J. Gifford, Senior
Editorfor Reference Resources at Abingdon Press, Nashville; David Edwin Harrell, Professor and University
Scholar, Deportment of History, University of Alabama at Birmingham; and Bill J. Humble, Head of the
Department oÍ Bible, Abilene Christian University. Humble's review also is appearing in the Restoration
Quarterly.
CAREYJ. GIFFORD
Robert E. Hooper has done an exhaustive,
detailed, and fine piece of historical investigation
into the life of David Lipscomb. All of the best
standards of historiography and scientific
methodology are relied on: personal journals,
interviews, and copious references to the Gospel
Advocste. In documenting the classical
interpretation of Lipscomb he has done the church
the service of advancing our knowledge beyond the
stages of hagiography and court history. More space,
however, could have been spent in analyzing and
critiquing the social, theological, and intellectual
dynamics of Lipscomb, the church, and their common
backgrounds.

In this context, an interesting trend of thought is
unintentionally illustrated. That the Church of Christ

has continually repeated Lipscomb's views
demonstrates a common theme in the psychological

and historical makeup of human nature*that of
repeating or restoring an original paradigm. The
church set out to restore New Testament Christianity,
and, instead, restored David Lipscomb.

In order to understand the Church of Christ, one
must understand its Moses, David Lipscomb (303fÐ.

To

understand David Lipscomb, one must
understand Tolbert Fanning, Lipscomb's teacher,
religious mentor, and the supporting figure in this

biography. Lipscomb's Gospel Advocate was
one of the most influential molders of the intellectual

Iife of the nineteenth and twentieth century Church
of Christ, and when one reads between the lines of
Hooper's biography, Fanning emerges as the
ultimate source of the Advocøfe's influen ce (34f , 42f ,
59, 92,251). The biographies of Lipscomb, and his alterego, Fanning, are more than just the isolated lives of

two people; they are case studies of the southern
origins of the theology of the Church of Christ.
What is it that I see Lipscomb believing, teaching,
and confessing? The major themes of his writing were

two-fold: to keep oneself pure and undefiled from
missionary societies, civil government, and musical
instruments; and to direct one's religious fervor
toward the conversion of others. He did not dialogue
with the "pious unimmersed" because he had only a
"nodding familiarity" (255) with or interest in "the
language of Ashdod." What he feared from AngloSaxon European theology (with its "high
places" in Missouri and its high priest, J.H.
Garrison) was its rationalistic imbalance of the
classical nature versus grace trade-off. Lipscomb's
method of interpreting the Bible was simply to
comment on the text. Therefore he feared the new
and different (i.e., critical) attitudes toward biblical
interpretation (10, 25, 260). In terms of biblical
application he followed the Reformed principle that
what had not been specifically commanded in
scripture had been specifically forbidden (168, 215,
251ff,299).
r7

Hooper contends that Lipscomb \ryas

a

cosmopolitan thinker "concerned with the whole
spectrum of current religious ideas" (249fÐ. He does
not prove this. Rather, the Lipscomb that I see was,
admittedly, a farmer-preacher whose model of the
ministry lay somewhere between a Baptist exhorter
and a Methodist lay preacher (30ff, 238). Vy'andering
like the Israelite's tabernacle, an evangelist should
never settle down into the full-time, Iearned
institution of the classically-educated pastor. Nor by
all the canons of modern thought was Lipscomb an

original thinker (133), nor a scholar (139), but a
classical, twice-born pietist (250) who bore several
marks of other-worldliness: where he saw sickness
he thought of God's wrath (153), where he saw
assassination he thought of providence (188), and
where he saw slavery he thought of a helpmate for the
ready reception of the gospel (224). But interspersed
throughout Hooper's biography are also warm
glimpses of Lipscomb's family life: anecdotes about
his wife, his poor health, and the painful memories
of the early death of their only child.
The social reasons for Lipscomb's opposition to
missionary societies and cooperatives were that they
were dominated by northern Disciples (96) and their
endeavors catered to the rich (94f, 159,229,298).
The rich North was attempting to centralize and
"control the churches" (161); in fact, this was
nothing more than an effort of the women "to boss
and run things" (292).Instead, Lipscomb would be
glad to publish his own Sunday school literature and
collect money for missionaries (192-96), something
which he never sa\¡/ as inconsistent with his fear of
extra-congregational organization.
As I see Lipscomb, he would have gathered the
church under his wing to shelter it from the North, to
shelter it from the Social Gospel, to shelter it from

higher biblical criticism. He tried

to isolate

it-or

perhaps he reflected a movement of
isolation-from the rest of the scientific and
industrial world and from the entire Modern Schism.
He was the incarnation of the southern church. Both
abandoned religious union in favor of the restoration
of the primitive simplicity and supposed unity of the
New Testament, and both justified their isolation by
equating poverty with godliness.

To label Lipscomb as neither a liberal nor

a

conservative, but merely biblical (221), is an all-too-

common refusal to acknowledge both his rigid
religious conservatism and his sometimes radical
political views (42, ll8,232fÐ. For him government
symbolized rebellion from God and Satan's rule in
the world (112, 117). At its best Lipscomb's social
thought was a classical Christ against culture posture

which surfaced

t8

in his bpposition to

civil

government. This opposition was probably provoked
by the defeat of the South both in the Civil War and

in the Industrial Revolution, two tragedies which he
converted into virtues (75ff ,94ff ,97fÐ.
Lipscomb saw himself leading a rebellious people,
some of whom thought of him as less than irenic.
Perhaps it is appropriate that Hooper chose the
messianic figures of John the Baptist and Moses as
the motifs for his biography of this leader.

DAVID ED\ryIN HARRELL, JR.
Undaunted by the paucity of the kinds of
materials that make for writing good biographies,
Professor Robert Hooper has depended on diligence
and personal interest to produce a useful book.
Almost no Lipscomb correspondence remains, and
few personal papers survive from his circle of
friends; his personal life is not easy to reconstruct.
But Hooper has thoroughly researched Lipscomb's
voluminous public writings and diligently collected
the recollections of family and friends. It is difficult
to imagine that anyone will find much more that
needs to be said about Uncle Dave's comings and
goings. In addition, Hooper provides useful
summaries of the major themes in Lipscomb's
thought, ranging from his idiosyncratic views on civil
government to his more conventional concerns (in
Churches of Christ circles) about instrumental music
and missionary societies. For all of this future
students will be grateful to Professor Hooper.
Hopefully not appearing ungrateful of these
contributions, I now turn to the two major
interpretative themes in the book-both of which
seem to me to be quite wrong. First arises the
inevitable question about the stature of the man.
Who was David Lipscomb? What were his gifts?
What is his significance? Perhaps it is too much to
expect that a book about David l-ipscomb, published
by David Lipscomb College, written by a professor at
said college, would be unflinchingly objective.
Actually, I think the real David Lipscomb is in
Hooper's book, but the author seems to keep saying
that this unimpressive Tennessean is not really him.
Was the real David Lipscomb the slow thinking,
ineffective speaking, relatively humorless object of
derision that his contemporary fellow editors pictured
him to be? Or was he a man of generous abilities, a
fine sense of humor, and broad intellectual interests,
who, after a long unexplained period of unjust
obscurity, came to be recognized by his fellow
Tennesseans as the fourteenth most important person
in the history of their state? Read all that one can
into Professor Hooper's sympathetic portrait and it
still seems quite clear that the first is a more aeeurate
image of David Lipscomb. i like him pretty well, but

mostly because of his faith, his persistence, and his
agrarian common sense. I think he was pretty much

what Professor Hooper says he was not: "a
provincial recluse caring only for his relatively small

Southern journal with emphasis

on the

total

inspiration of the Bible" (249). Not exactly. But he
was a man with relatively narrow intellectual
horizons, primarily concerned with the work of his

and other restoration journals, and almost
completely engrossed in teaching the totally inspired
Bible. Lipscomb's lately acquired fame is more the
product of the fecundity of his early twentieth
century Tennessee brethren than of his own
extraordinary talents.

More important is Professor

of

a

Hooper's

"moderate. "
Interesting, novel, semantically mind-blowing, such
an interpretation simply does not make sense in

interpretation

Lipscomb as

restoration history. If David Lipscomb was a
moderate in the nineteenth century restoration
movement, then only about five percent of the
movement was moderate, perhaps five percent was
more conservative (if there are degrees of such
things), and ninety percent was liberal. Lipscomb
was considered by his comtemporaries to be
cantankerous, crotchety, and conservative. He was.
But what of Austin McGary who attacked
Lipscomb as a liberal? Lipscomb understood quite
well that the differences which separated him from
McGary were disagreements between likeminded
men-they conducted irritating arguments that only
conservatives would understand. He and McGary
ended up in the same church; he and Garrison,

Errett, and McGarvey did not. Once the division
within the restoration had pretty well formalizedbetween the Christian Evangelisl-J. H. Garrison
group (liberals); the Christian Standard-Isaac Errett
group (moderates); and Gospel Advocate-David
Lipscomb group (conservatives)-there continued to
be internal bickering within each group. Perhaps
within the context of the separated conservative wing
David Lipscomb could be called a moderate, but
never within the larger scope of restoration history.
Leaders of religious movements tend to improve
with age and the accumulation of a better class of
followers. Professor Hooper has given us a story of

the life's work of a sincere and persistent disciple
whose cause has prospered. It is the story of the small
success of a mediocre man. However that may strike
one where he now stands, that is the story that
deserves some serious pondering.

IIILLJ" HUMBLE
There are several reasons 'why Crying

In

The
Wilderness: A Biogrøphy of David I'ipscomb, by Dr.

Robert E. Hooper of the Lipscomb history faculty, is

an important contribution to the literature of the
Restoration Movement. First, the new biography is one
of only a few works that have been written from our
conservative perspective and that have been based on
solid doctoral research. The Disciples of Christ have

published many books that are the outgrowth of
doctoral study, but we have only a few. (Ed Harrell's
work in social history is another example.) Second,
Hooper's study shows the influence Lipscomb has
had on churches of Christ and reminds us of the debt

of gratitude we owe to Lipscomb.
Students of restoration history have realized that
in the post-Civil War era Tolbert Fanning and David
Lipscomb, who studied under Fanning, probably had
of Christ in the South
than any other leaders. But Hooper's book makes it

a greater influence on churches

clear that scholars outside our brotherhood have also
recognized Lipscomb's importance. During the
bicentennial year, 7976, the Nashville Banner asked
members of the Tennessee Historical Society to name
the ten most outstanding Tennesseans. Predictably,

political leaders like Andrew Jackson, James K.
Polk, and Cordell Hall led the list. However, David
Lipscomb was listed as the fourteenth most
influential Tennessean, and Lipscomb ranked higher
than any other religious leader in Tennessee history.

Hooper has produced a detailed, but balanced
and readable, account of David Lipscomb's life. The
influence that Tolbert Fanning exerted on Lipscomb

is made clear. However, Hooper shows that

Lipscomb did not always accept Fanning's views
blindly. Through most of his adult life Lipscomb was
very "sectarian" in his view of government; that is,
he believed that government originated in man's
rebellion against God and that the Christian should
be aloof from government. He should not even vote.
Tolbert Fanning held similar views, and one might
assume that Lipscomb was just following his teacher,
even carrying his views to an extreme. But Hooper
makes it clear that Lipscomb did not always hold
these views. When Lipscomb delivered an Alumni
Address at Franklin College on July 4, 1855, he
described American democracy as the "first political
fruits of Christianity." And Lipscomb declared that
an American should approach the ballot box "with
bared feet and uncovered head, conscious that he
treads upon holy ground" (57). The Civil War had a
profound impact on Lipscomb's thought, and after
the war Lipscomb always held views that were the
opposite of those in his Franklin College address.
There are twenty chapters in Hooper's book and
thirteen of these are typical biographical material and

detail Lipscomb's life from childhood to his
"Pisgah." In addition, there are seven "lnsight"

l9

chapters. These have in-depth studies of Lipscomb's
life and thought in seven areas: his views on civil
government, his concern for the poor, his opposition
to the missionary society and instrumental music, his

toward those who did not understand the scripture as
he did that he often stood alone between extremes,
attacked and criticized from every side.

forebearing moderation toward brethren who

Lipscomb was always touched by "the cry of the
poor." Just after the Civil War, he raised $l@,000
and distributed it among destitute Christians

disagreed with him, his concern for blacks and other

throughout the South. When Nashville suffered an

epidemic of cholera in the summer of 1873, about
one thousand persons (out of a city population of
40,000) died of the plague. Lipscomb went into the
sections of Nashville where poor blacks lived and
ministered to the sick and dying. When Catholic nuns
lacked transportation to the black neighborhood,

Lipscomb took them with him in his buggy.
Lipscomb contracted the cholera, nearly died, and

suffered ill-health for many months.
Crying in the Wildern

eJ,s

is, for the most part, well

written and makes easy and interesting reading.
However, I found an occasional sentence that seemed
carelessly written and out of place. One chapter

"Not unlike Thomas Jefferson, David
Lipscomb was ." (222). I had to reflect for a
moment to decide what the double negative "not
unlike Jefferson" meant. Here are other examples of
begins,

poor sentences. "Wrote he in 1909 ." (164).
"Among the earliest Lipscomb comments on Sunday
School literature suggests opposition to using
anything in addition to the Bible" (215). "Lipscomb
cared little for W.T. Moore's brand of Christianity at
best" (228). "What led to Lipscomb to attack
Longan and Proctor was triggered by their quoting
the German theologians regularly in the Evangelist"

An aged David Lipscomb
(Photo courtesy of Ruth Gardner Whitfield)

(20s).

disadvantaged groups, his conception of the work

of

preaching, and his concern about the dangers of
emerging German rationalism.

The casual studcnt may choose to read only the
thirteen biographical chapters, but the more serious
student will find that some of Hooper's best work is

in the "Insight"

chapters. The Lipscomb who

emerges is a leader whose examples are needed by our

brotherhood today. There is, for example,

Lipscomb's moderation and forebearance toward
brethren who dìsagreed with him. I'he restoration
movement laced serious extremes in the latter half of
the nineteenth century. There were brethren like

James

H. Garrison, editor of the

Chrisliun-

Evangelist, who saw Lipscomb as a narrow-minded
legalist, while Texas preacher Austin McGary saw
Lipscomb as a dangerous liberal. The quality of heart
that probably dominated Lipscomb's life more completely than any other was his childlike faith in the
authority of the scripture, But he was so forebearing
20

There are minor errors here and there. Lipscomb
"the apostle of liberal loyalty to the Bible"

is called

when

it

probably should be "literal loyalty" (2).

Hooper calls W. E. Garrison "the best known of the
Disciple historians" but he has Garrison's initials as
W.H. instead of W.E. (2). (And I wondered why the
Garrison and DeGroot history and the newer one by
Tucker and McAllister did not appear in Hooper's
bibliography.) The Millennial Harbinger is called a
weekly on page 89, and J.W. McGarvey's name is

misspelled on page 107. The word "organized"
appears on page 125 where it should have been
"organizations.

"

These minor flaws do not detract from the
of Hooper's fine study. The value of the
book is increased by its lengthy bibliography,
usefulness

exf.ensive endnotes, and index. There are chapters in

Crying In The Wilderness that will become "required
reacling" in my Restoration History classes at
Abilene Christian Universit¡,.
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By BRUCEBRADBERRY

As California grew after 1848, the Restoration
church migrated west with the populace. And for the
first twenty years of the new century, virtually all of
the leadership for the church in Southern California

arrived (however temporarily) directly from

Tennessee.

The Church of Christ immigrant found in
California a physical eden marred by a social and
intellectual freedom unknown in his homeland. The
insecurity wrought by such an environment produced
a constant stream of smug and critical attitudes. In
1889, a letter in the Gospel Advocote by one W.E.
Hawkins (residing near Fresno) displayed something
of the usual disillusionment with the Golden State.
Am not at all satisfied with the country for the
following reasons.
l. I regard it as a very sickly country, as
compared with Texas. There have been more
deaths in this town in two months than in
Coleman City, Tex., in five years.
2. The fabulous price of land, [s¡c] places the
question of a home entirely beyond the reach of
a poor man.

3. The morals of the country are
considerably below that of Texas. There being
but little regard for the Lord's day.
4. , . . brethren and readers . who are
poor . . . had better støy where you ore. . . .
In conclusion I will add, that if it is the
Lord's will to spare me a while longer, the

Bruce Bradberry is Director of Admissions at Central Washington

University, Ellensburg, Washington. This article is an excerpt
from his 1976 M.A. thesis at Pepperdine University, "The Church
of Christ in Southern California, 1900-1925. "

perverters of the "right way" shall know when
I am gone, that I have been here!
Later that year, a letter from C.F. Bonner described
San Francisco as being so wicked that a foreign field
would be more rewarding for the missionary.
With the opening of the new century and the

of preachers trained in Nashville and
dedicated to the defense of the faith as they saw it,
more lucid and complete descriptions of the Pacific
Coast began to appear. G.W. Riggs exhibited his
bittersweet assessment following his first year in the
arrival

rJy'est.

The population of this part of the country is
made up of people from all parts of the United
States. That fact, perhaps, accounts for the

large number of religious denominations to be
found here. I do not know just how many
denominations there are here, but I am sure that

there are many more than in any other place
that I have ever been. Some of the little towns
have as many as twenty-five different and
distinct religious bodies, besides some cranks
and fanatics. So far as I have been able to learn,
there are in all this section only four or five very
small congregations which are loyal to the
truth, and none of them have meeting-houses
of their own. Now, if all these denominations
(including the "Christian Church," with its

innovations and departures from the word of

the Lord) are wrong, then this is a

great

missionary field. I know of only one man, loyal

to the truth, who is devoting all his time to
preaching the gospel in this section. . .

.

Understandably, the correspondents compared
California to the South, and there was little doubt as

2l

to the

outcome. J.D. Tant's description

of

the

religious climate was characteristic of the assessment.

You can call the Baptist, Methodist,

Presbyterian, and "digressive" churches all
one. But when a man preaches the gospel, they
set down on him and refuse to hear the gospel.
In Texas, when you make the sects angry, they
will come back again, and often will defend

their doctrine; but in California, when you
make them angry, they come back no more,
and try to keep all others away. So if you come
to California to preach, remember, from
twenty to forty will be considered a large
turnout. If you cannot preach to small
congregations, do not come to California.

Debating religious issues is unknown here.
Neither is the doctrine of any church known;
but all build up from a social standpoint, each
joining the church of his choice, and desiring
every other person to do the same. In practice
all seem united; none seem to know or prefer
one doctrine above another.

Another telling comparison between

the
Southland and California was provided by Earnest
Love in 1921.
There is more religion in the atmosphere on this

[eastern] side [ofl the Rocky Mountains.
The school books begin to show improvement
in Eastern New Mexico. Not so many fairy tales
and Greek, Roman, and Arabian myths, but
more stories with sense in them and morals to

them. The women do not \ryear such

ridiculously short skirts in the South. . . .
Perhaps as a result of the frustrations involved in
attempting to evangelize the area, the energies of the
preachers were directed instead to the task of locating
newly arrived members and reclaiming those who
had fallen prey to the open environment. Elder W.
Edgar Miller of Central Los Angeles wrote in 1922,
New people are continually coming to this part
of the country from all over the United States,
and this influx has its percentage of Christians.
To locate these and get them in touch with the
church and its work is our Christian duty. Some
will find the church themselves, but others need
to be hunted up and encouraged to come.
Most of the preachers who relocated in California

soon returned to Dixie, and often earlier then they
had planned. Despite all of his accomplishments in
Los Angeles, S.H. Hall was moving back east again a

little more than one year after he had arrived.
Though he later said that his heart was in California,
while west he was "so homesick I felt I would die if I
did not get back east. "
22

The sanctification

of

poverty, which was

a

fundamental aspect of Churches of Christ in that
period, also did not mesh well with twentieth century

California. As the oil boom hit in the 1920's,
immigrant preachers such as E.C. Fuqua found
difficulty in coping with California wealth.
"Water and oil will not mix," as we all know.
Neither will oil and Christianity mix very well.
Huntington Beach is one of the big oil fields of
California, containing hundreds of wells, many
of which are producing as high as seven
hundred dollars a day in crude oil. The pure
Christian religion is little wanted where money
is so rapidly made
- and spent. . . .
As a result of these cultural pressures, growth in
California was slow. In fact, the number of members
in the entire state in l926had risen to only 4,438 from
1,149 in 1916 and 761 in 1906. In the mid-1920's,
then, the Church of Christ in Southern California was
a small, culturally and religiously isolated, body of
transplanted Southerners and Midwesterners which
had survived, for the moment, both the internal
tensions which her rigid theology was not equipped
to handle, and the external pressures of a foreign and
increasingly cosmopolitan culture.

As an institution, the church would benefit
greatly during the next two decades from the increase
in migration from the two traditional

membership

to draw her leadership
and direction from Tennessee and, increasingly,
Texas. But her growth would be built on the
foundation laid by the pioneers who, regardless of
sources. She would continue

motivation, broke the ground for the
establishment of a Church of Christ which would

gradually try to adjust herself to the modern Zion,
California.
and correct and perfect every comment
and conversation we
have with God, what

a

deadly, stifling,

frightening relationship we would have. But the Holy Spirit interprets our
communications with God into a spiritual language, and we
don't have to be concerned with the world's standards of
beauty or intelligence or excellence.
This insistence on technical excellence

of

composition
excellence of
performance, If God is really not tone deaf, then about 23
people in my congregation should stop singing-they are
hurting his ears (I wonder where God's ears are). But I have
always believed that God is tone deaf, and therefore if we
sing a childish, inept, shabby song with love and in spirit
and in truth, then God is pleased with our worship.
Annette Hunt

just logically

leads

to an insistence on

It ís truly remorkable thot a religious trsdition of the longevity and size of the Churches of Christ has
so little in the way of literoture chronicling its growth ønd development. To be sure, there is at this time
no definitive hßtory of the Church of Christ, in spite of its strategic importance in the culture which is its
homeland. Nonetheless, members of the Churches of Christ are beginning to put together, in bits and
pieces, the story of who they are and where they came from.
For readers who wish to pursue this matter further, some of these bits ønd pieces ore listed in the
following select bibliography. Only items that contribute to our understanding ol the Churches of
Christ since 1865 have been included, and only those titles whose meaning is not immediately selfevident have been ønnotøted.
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Dear Forum:

In "Worship and Artistic Integrity" (July,
Jack Boyd suggests that congregations can,
and should, be trained to appreciate and . =participate in more sophisticated styles of
church music. I agree. Good literature in any
=:'--!5
field always seems to be an acquired taste. It is not
enjoyed at first (thus the initial opposition), but it yields such rich rewards over an extended period.
Yet Boyd's apparent conclusion-that \rye are faced with an "either-or" choice between fine
music and any other sort in worship-is unacceptable. He is, I think, correct in suggesting the
Creator-creature relationship as a rationale for much of this type of music. This numinous, highand-holy motif is certainly biblical. But it is not the only biblical motif, nor is it even the highest.
Indeed, to suggest that Christian worship can only be offered in this type of mode is a denial
(unwitting, I am sure) of the meaning of the mediating work of the incarnation and crucifixion of
Jesus. The Ne\ry Testament proclamation is that God's people now possess a very bold, free,
informal, "Abba" relationship with the Father. The freedom and joy of knowing God as friend is
the very purpose of the creation-we have returned to the joy of the Garden of Eden, One of the
most available ways of expressing this bubbling delight of the Spirit lies in musical styles and forms
that, while not polished, are marvelously life-affirming and worshipful. To limit our worship to
the cooler, Brahmin-type of atmosphere that Boyd seems to be suggesting is unthinkable.
We are constantly in danger of forgetting that the body is not one member, but many, Varieties
of ministries and styles are not only permitted, but necessary, to the expression of the manyfoldings of God's grace. Without any desire to give unnecessary offense, let me suggest that any
sort of provincialism in regard to one's own ministry is going to be counter-productive to that
corporate expression.

easily

Wayne Sy'iese

McGregor, Texas

Dear Forum:

The article, "Worship and Artistic Integrity" in the July issue, seems to picture God as an
upper-middle-class American sophisticate sipping ambrosia in a paneled den, enjoying the
exquisite strains of the "Hallelujah Chorus. " To me, God seems more like a loving father listening
to his children banging out "Happy Birthday Dear Daddy" on pots and pans. Does Dr, Boyd
really think that congregational singing can artistically compete with the music of the spheres, the
anthems of the angels, or the songs of the solar winds? Somehow I don't think we humans give
Cod his aesthetically high experiences.
God is not a giant English teacher in the sky, waiting with a red pencil to critique our latest
hymn. I doubt that God even hears the tune or the rhythm or the words (what language would he
hear them in, wonder). He sees past the outward form and looks into the heart of the
worshippers.
I do believe that we should choose our hymns carefully, but I disagree with the criteria set forth
in this article. Hymns should be chosen by whether or not they help Christians worship, and not
because of worldly standards of literature, harmonyor composition. If the focus of the service is
on the majesty and glory of God, then majestic hymns are appropriate, If the theme is "rejoice in
the Lord always," then hymns that facilitate rejoicing are in order (and may I say that gospel songs
with syncopated beats and extended bass solos do facilitate rejoicing). Hymns are a little like
friends; even highly imperfect ones have their good points. Some songs have little artistic merit but
have great value in other ways; they remind people of a long and faithful association with God and
of the times God comforted them and strengthened them (i.e., at funerals); these hymns open
people's hearts to God and help them worship more freely and intensely. Artistic merit should not
be the only criteria for hymns.
It seems that Dr. Boyd has allowed his professional training to cloud his spiritual vision,
Doesn't he see that this insistence on technical excellence of composition is not Cod's but man's?
Just because immature language or childish harmonies offend the sensibilities of sophisticated
music professionals doesn't mean they offend God's sensibilities. If we had to sweat and polish
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